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| ‘Tum arporntmest or Sin James Wipe to the 
E judgeship of the Probate and Divorce Courts, recentl 
3 vacant by the lamented death of Sir Cresswe 
' @resswell, has drawn forth a leader from the Z'imes, in 
| which the writer indulges in much sentimental specula- 
tion. upon the qualities which a judge of a Court of 
Divorce should possess. Having delivered a tolerably 
| long oration to this effect, our contemporary then in- 
_ sinuates that the recent appointment is not the best that 
3 have been made. We altogether fail to perceive 
a are the peculiar qualities which a judge of a Court 
_ of Divorce should possess, and which are wanting in Sir 
_ James Wilde. If we were to draw a single compendious 
_ inference from the effusions of our great contemporary, 
| wesbould infer that a novelist would be the fittest per- 
' gon to discriminate between the various classes of con- 
RY matory and passions falling within the province 
oof a judicature. We think; however, that Sir 
| dames Wilde's appointment will be regarded. by the 
4 ion and the public as a sufficient guarantee that 
ie cases in that Court do not come before a person 
| acquainted with all the intricate mysteries of the 
- human mind (a question of which we know nothing, al- 
h the Times appears to have satisfied itself upon 
uA weisdiin me wenag the causes in race courts 
adjudicated upon by a person of judicial expe- 
tience, sad, 





consequently, of much acquircd discrimina- 


‘Many rumours are afloat as to who is to succeed to 
vacancy in the Exchequer consequent upon the pro- 
motion of Sir James, Wilde. We believe, however, 
there is little foundation for most of them. It is gene- 
ee ariced that neither the Attorney-General nor 
itor-General will accept the vacant. seat. Mr, Ser- 


t Shee is spoken of, and is not unlikely to be Sir 
Wilde’s successor. His appointment, we believe, 
oo. give much satisfaction not only to the profession 
to 
Mr 


the public generally. Mr. Serjeant Pigott and 

Mr. ier, Q.C., are likewise ee In the event 

of Mr, Serjeant Pigott being appointed, a vacancy will 

| @cur in the representation of Reading ; if Mr. Collier be 

" elected, a vacancy will take place in the representation 

| ofPlymouth. 

_ Te RECORDS OF THE SUPERIOR COURTS OF LAW AND 

_ BQuiTy contain much that is valuable to the historian as 

| well as to the jurist. Historians, however, have hitherto 

to avail themselves of these valuable materials ; 

ad yet, it is obvious that these records contain’ the 

st accurate information respecting such historic inci- 

is as at any time came under the supervision of our 

nals. For instance, in Penn v. Lord Baltimore, 1 

Sen. 444, 2 White and Tudor’s L. C. 664, specific 

brmance was decreed of articles executed in England 

ning the boundaries of two provinces in America. 

Savy thus settled is likely to become of very great 

ce with respect to the boundary line between the 

Northern and Southern States of America. This line is 

called Mason's and Dixon’s line, having been surveyed 

y Messrs. Mason and Dixon in the last century. It be- 

¢ the means of appeasing contentions between the 

pendent nationalities which claimed jurisdiction 

nde: Dee made by the Crown to William Penn and 

| Bord Baltimore. The circular line on the north of the 

plate of Delaware became the starting-point of the 

@itvey.. The line is now memorable as the scene of 

‘Mhe great conflict between the Northern and Confederate 

“Btates; but it is to be hoped will soon acquire an in- 

terest of a more pacific nature, in determining the 
mundary line between these states, 

" 42 connexion with this subject, we may observe that the 





differences of jurisdiction between the Privy Council and 
the Court of Chancery has led to certain anomalies’ in 
our system of jurisprudence, which have been, asa gene~ 
ral rule, attended with a great extension of the jurisdic- 
om, of me bare gers This has been owing to 
the principle expressed in’ the equity maxim, i 
agit in personam. The Privy Counel cannot 
in personam in England, being restrained from so! 
acting, except in certain criminal matters, by statute ' 
16 Car. 1, c. 10. And though the original jurisdiction® 
in cases relating to boundaries between provinces lies 
in the Queen in Council, yet,.owing to the inability of 
the Privy Council, to decree.in per. these ques- 
tions are properly remitted by that tribunal to the. 
Court of Chancery, which, if the party whose couscience 
is affected is within the jurisdiction of the court, thus 
indirectly acquires a jurisdiction over the subject-matter 
of the suit wheresoever situate. The first casein which 
these important points were decided was that of the 
above-named case of Penn v. Lord Baltimore.‘ 


Tux Tomato cask continues to attract much interest, 
and betting circles do not seem to be quite sure whether 
the matters in dispute are amenable to a legal adjudica- 
tion or not. The facts of this case are briefly as follows : 
—At the Ascot races, on the 3rd of June last, Baron. 
Rothschild had two horses entered for the race, Tomato 
and Hippolyta, and he elected that the former should 
run. By mistake, Hippolyta’s number (5) was hoisted , 
as a starter, instead of that of Tomato’s (6). Tomato 
having won the race, the wrong number (5) was put up 
as the winner. This mistake led first to a dispute re- 
specting the Baron’s right to the stakes. The stewards 
adjudged this question in his favour. We presume that 
this was done in accordance with some custom of the 
turf to that effect; for, in point of law, the carelessness 
of the Baron’s agent amounted, we think, to such a de- 
gree of gross negligence as would appear to’ have ex- 
tinguished his legal right to the stakes. We need 
hardly observe, that the laws against gaming do not ex- 
tend to horse races conducted according to the conditions 
prescribed by the Horse-racing Acts (18 Geo. 2, c. 34, 
and 3 Vict. c. 5); but, though a race for £50 is thus 
legalized, a bet on such a race is-still illegal: Shilkito v. 

ead, 7 Bing. 405. Nevertheless, the betters on the 
race having referred their disputes to the committee at 
Tattersall’s, which in this instance consisted of only 
one gentleman, he first co-opted two other arbitrators, 
who were not members of the committee, and having 
differed in opinion with them, a numerous body of the 
committee then took the opinion of Mr. O'Malley, Q.C., 
on the matter. His opinion we have already stated 
(ante, p. 714) to be against the validity of any award made 
by persons not members of the committee. This view was 
probably founded upon the principle expressed in the 
maxim, delegatus non potest delegare. The betters have 
no locus standi in a court of justice. Nevertheless, the 
case is interesting to the lawyer even as regards them, 
since they appear disposed to determine their differences 
by adopting the juristical interpretation of their mutual 
contract as betters with one another. We are not un- 
willing to see the province of jurisprudence thus honour- 
ably extended. 


Tue weiter of the “ Money Article,” in the Times 
of yesterday, states that— 


Complaints are very justly made in the Stock Exchange 
that the benefit of the repeal of the law known as’ Sir John 
Barnard’s Act, which made time bargains illegal, and therefore 
gave an opportunity for every unprincipled operator to repu- 
diate his liability, is greatly impaired by the tendency of. the 
Bankruptcy Commissioners to deal in the old way with all 
such cases that come under their judgment, The Commis- 
sioners who act in this way are doubtless impressed with the 
vain idea that they are assisting to discourage speculation—a 
matter with which neither they nor the Legislature have any- 
thing to do, their duty being simply to discobrage dishonesty. 
Every man in business is a speculator, either in money, grait, 
tallow, securities, or other articles; and the sole aim of the Jaw 
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is that all should be made to fulfil their 
to the most of thei ability, whatever those pst 
may 

Tue Rerort or ruz Royar Commission of Inquiry 
into the state of lunacy in Scotland, which was issued 
about six years ago, surprised the whole country by the 
curious revelations it contained. The experience of the 
General Board of Lunacy, however, has since confirmed 
the authority of the report. As a compliment to the 
members of the commission, Dr. Coxe, who was the most 
active of the number, has just received the honour of 
knighthood. 

Tue Lone Vacation commenced on Monday last, 
and will continue, as to the courts of common Jaw, until 
the 24th of October, and as to the courts of equity, 
until the 28th of October. 





IN P@NAM. 
We deem it to be both useful and proper to draw 
the special attention of our readers to the application 
which {was made to his Honour Vice - Chancellor 
Kindersley, immediately before the long vacation, in 
the case of Moss y. Syers. The application was for an 
order directing that the written bill, which had been 
taken off the file in consequence of a printed copy not 
having been filed within fourteen days, pursuant to the 
undertaking, be restored to the file, and that a printed 
copy be received and filed as of the day on which it was 
due. Leave had been given by the Vice-Chancellor, on 
an ez parte application made to him on the 30th of July 
last; but the Clerk of Records and Writs objected to 
act upon the leave thus granted, considering that notice 
of the application ought to have been given to the de- 
fendants—and his Honour, to whom the objection was 
mentioned, agreed in that opinion, and accordingly, on 
the following morning, withdrew the leave previously 
granted. The matter was mentioned to the Lord Chan- 
cellor on the 31st of July, and his Lordship also con- 
sidered that notice of such an application ought to be 
given to the defendants. Consequently, by special leave 
of the Vice-Chancellor, notice of the application was 
iven, and the motion came on on the Ist of August. 
t came 6n at one o'clock in the afternoon, and was 
not concluded until half-past three o'clock. It was 
supported by two and opposed by eight counsel. His 
Honour made an order in the terms of an order made 
in a former case (Ferrand v. The Corporation of 
Bradford, 21 Beav. 422)—i. e., to restore the written 
received and filed as of the day on which it was due 
bill to the file, and that a printed copy thereof be 
—the plaintiff paying to the defendants the costs of the 
application, but providing that they were not to have 
any other costs in respect of the default. It was proved 
by the affidavit of the plaintiff's solicitor and his clerk 
t the omission to file a printed copy in due time arose 
from an accidental slip, to which even the most 
experienced practitioner or managing clerk is liable. 
But the defendants instructed counsel to op the 
application, chiefly on three grounds, and to the effect 
@. that immediately upon the default being made the 
fendants had a right, under the general roe of court, 
to the costs of suit ; (2) that the suit was such a one as 
ought not to be entertained ; and (3) that even if the 
application were granted, the injunction ordered on the 
30th of July, during the pendency of the default, was a 
oe there being, as they alleged, no suit in court on 
t day. 
As to the first of these suggestions, it may be observed 
that the rule of court giving to the defendant a right 
to claim costs of suit could not have been intended to 
apply to a case where a mere accidental slip occurs, and 
plaintiff is using due diligence eM pire, sed his suit, 
rather to a case where the plaintiff, after having filed 
& written bill, abandons the suit,—in which case the pro- 
vision in favour of the defendant's costs of suit is clearly 


aintiff had prosecuted his suit with the utmost ble 
iligence, as from the affidavit usec. on the mo- 
tion, and the slip would not have occurred but for the rea- 
son also stated in the affidavit—viz., that the clerk, while 
busily engaged in court the motion for injunction, on 
the morning of the last day for filing the printed copy, 
was suddenly and unexpectedly required to go out of town 
on urgent business of his employer, by reason whereof the 
necessity for filing a prin ng arg that day 80 escaped 
his memory as that he neither filed it h nor men- 
tioned to his employer that it had not been filed. As 
to the second ion—viz., that the suit was one that 
ought not to entertained—defendants, , of course, 
usually say that. But the fact that the Court, after’ full 
discussion, had on the 30th of July granted an injune- 
tion in the terms of the prayer of the bill, sufficiently 
answers the objection. And as to the third suggestion, 
having reference to the effect of the default upon the 
injunction granted, the Vice-Chanceilor would not enter 
into that question. We may, however, remark that the 
defendants had appeared throughout on the motion for 
the injunction, and throughout took no objection that 
a printed = of the bill not been filed. 

ow, we think that this is a case of which, in the inte- 
rests of the suitor and of the practitioner, notice ought to 
be taken ; for there is surely something almost scandalous 
in the fact of ten counsel appearing in court on an a’ 
tion for leave to correct an accidental slip. We have 
mentioned that there were two counsel in 
and eight in opposition to, the application. In the present 
case it would probably be u that the junds 
of objection respecting the injunction and the suit itself 
justified the opposition. But that must very much de- 
pend upon whether the appearance of the defendants 
upon the motion for injunction throughout, without ob, 
jecting, was or not a waiver of the right subsequently 
object. Certainly the Vice-Chancellor by his decision 
overruled the objection as subsequently taken ; and, more- 
over, such objections would n y raise a discussion 
on the merits appearing in the bill, but that was disposed 
of when the injunction was granted. And, as respects the 
other ground of objection, the op ion can scarcely 
be justified, if the spirit of the rule of court be such as 


there was nothing whatever to indicate an intention on 
the part of the plaintiff not to proceed with his eause. 
What, _ is the aan? which would protect 
practitioner from even the pecuniary consequences 
such an accidental slip? Might there not be issued & 
general rule of court providing that in such cases notice 
of the intended application shall be given to the defen- 
dants, accompanied by another notice to the effect 
the attendance of the defendants upon the hearing 
the application is not required unless good cause can be 
shown against the application being granted by the 
Court, and that, in the event of the defendants attending 


so attending shall not be entitled to costs, unless the 
Court, in its discretion, shall think fit to award any; 
and also providing that at the time of. serving such 


notices, a co’ 
sup rt ¢ the application shall be furnished to the der 
ts 


It will, perhaps, be u that this would be affording 
a sealant defaults of thio kind. To this it may be 


replied, that in these cases the Court itself always deter: 


mines the sufficiency or ineadicianel of 90 Tents. 
oes 4 po ie mye epi ang te he 
possi ejudice the @ 
in his Fst ‘ for, whether he absent or 
if the Court considers the reason son ag 
leave will be granted, on the auth of 

dents, and, if not, leave will be ,» and 


the general 


defendant's right to costs of suit 
But, even if the rule of court shall 








both convenient and right. In the present instance, the 


unaltered, and the reported precedents shall 

















we have ventured to intimate; for here, in this case, _ 





in court and failing to show good cause, the defendants 


y of the affidavit intended to be used in 


¥ 
ar 


of court will remain intact. a 
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pvr galt bar ah ease ot oa cases such an exer- 
cise of professional courtesy consideration as shall, 
as far as le, relieve the defaulting practitioner from 
wpe pecuniary loss; for we think that ‘there are 
few solicitor®who would charge their clients with costs 
under such circumstances. 





ATTESTATION OF DEEDS. 


The Ronpell case has served to place in a strong light 
one of the principal and most absurd anomalies which 
deface our jurisprudence. The jury had no difficulty in 
coming to a conclusion that the deed impugned had not 
been executed before witnesses, as it professed to be ; 
for, though the signatures of the witnesses were not 
forged, they had not seen the grantor execute the deed. 
If therefore the question had arisen on a will the 
case would have been at an end. But it arose on a 
deed, to the validity of which no witnesses are requisite, 
and therefore this defect of form left the whole question 
still open. It happened, moreover, that the question thus 
remaining was one of 4 —_ obscure that prt be 
presented to a jury. ‘The alle rantor was dead, 
and nobody had heen present vies he was said to have 
signed the deed, unless, perhaps, the man who said he 
never did sign it; and the only positive evidence that 
he had not signed it came from a man who declared he 
had forged the signature, and who was therefore con- 
fessedly unworthy of belief. 

Now, the whole of this puzzle would have been 
avoided if the law had only required that a deed shall 
be executed with the same formalities asa will. It is 
true that that system does not absolutely exclude for- 
gery or fraud. William Roupell had also, he said, 
orged a will, and the name of a witness, signing his 
own name as that of the other witness. But in 
any case this more than doubles the risk of de- 
tection. The fraud requires the exact imitation of the 
handwriting of two persons instead of one—nay, of 
three persons if any direct benefit is to be taken by the 
forger. The security from detection also depends, not 
on the death of one person, but of two at least, and 
Lol of three—for if, when the instrument is pro- 

uced, but one of the alleged witnesses can be found, 
the forgery will be detected. Hence it is clear that the 
safety such an attempt is very tly enhanced 
b st two witnesses present at the execution in- 
dipsnaa e. But, indeed, we need not argue in support 
of a system which, as adopted in the case of wills, is 
felt to be a necessary protection against fraud. 

Why, then, not apply the same principle to deeds? 
They are equally important as wills—much more com- 
mon—inyolve interests as great—and are supposed to 
be executed with equal deliberation. In truth, the only 
reason which has been lately advanced in favour of re- 
taining the solemnity, although a fictitious one, of the 
seal, is that it is‘a solemnity which implies deliberation. 
No one, however, can pretend that the necessity of call- 
ing in two witnesses would not be a ceremony far more 
striking and deliberative than the affixing of the law 
stationers’ wafer, or even than that of the seal on wax 
The privileges of a specialty might still be given to 
instruments so attested, while those unattested remain 
as simple contracts, Nor, on the other hand, is there 
even the same reason that might be alleged in the case 
of wills for Giapetaling with attestation in the case of 

s—for wills must often be executed hurriedly and 
without legal advice, while deeds generally do not in- 
volve haste as matter of life and death. The fact, indeed, 
is, that deeds are almost always executed in presence of 
two witnesses. All the change requisite, therefore, 
would only be to make that condition imperative, and 
! such means effectual for the prevention or discovery 
fraud, which at present is ——_ and therefore 
only adopted reg e, And it could not be 
deemed other an tional advantage, that this 
change would sweep away another of the strangest rules 


that ever subsisted in an educated land—the rule whieh 
to high authorities, makes even the sign 
of the principals not essential to the validity of a 
but holds that the impression of a seal is the sole neces- 
form of execution. 
subsidiary benefit of no mean order would 
follow in the circumstance that we should then be in 
ition to negotiate with our legal brethren in Scotla: 

or an assi . ai ghee the pe prigeent % pes 
countries. Every lawyer knows the pe 
frequent hardship of the present discrepancy, even w. 

as in the case of real estate, no question of ¢ 
arises. The instances are numberless in which the wis 
of a testator, or of the parties to a deed, has been an- 
nulled by the mere fact that, being out of the country 
in which it was intended to take effect, they were 
to obtain information as to the proper form in which to 
testify it. Now, the Scottish system of attestation of 
both deeds and wills is very nearly identical with our 
attestation of wills. It adds to our requirements that 
of requiring the name of the engrossing clerk to be in- 
serted—a precaution which we think our brethren will 
find on a candid examination to be not worth retaining. 
It has, however, some clear and definite rules as to the 
notifying the number of of which the or deed 
consists, and the manner of authenticating any correc- 
tions of clerical errors, which we might profitably adopt. 
Other trifling points might be made matter of mutual 
concession; and, in return for our own abandon- 
ment of the fiction of the seal, we might ask our neigh- 
bours to resign their preposterous rule real estate 
cannot pass by the form of a will, but only by the form 
of a mortis causé gift. Such slight and i 
changes in both countries would be not only of immense 
benefit in themselyes, but would be one of the most use- 
ful, as well as easy, steps in the way of assimilation of 
the law that could well be taken. A well-informed and 
candid-minded Dastiovse and —— bd each side would 
— come to an understanding purpose which 
t formalities in each Spam a are intended to subserve, 
and would have no difficulty in drawing up a common 
scheme for the whole subject. 


“a 





MR. J. B. PHEAR ON COSTS IN COMMON LAW 
COURTS. 
( Continued from page 755.) 

So far we have been concerned with the general right 
to costs— - 

1st. Of the party who has been successful in the whole 
suit. 

2nd. Of the party who has succeeded on one or more of 
the counts or causes of action, but not on all the counts or 
causes of action involved in the suit. 

8rd. Of the party who has been successful on an issue 
or issues, but not on the cause of action out of which it 
arose. 
We now come to the class of enactments passed for the 
purpose of limiting this general right. 

It was discovered, at an early period, that the indis- 


tious choice of the higher and more costly in preferenes 
to the inferior tribunals. To check this evil the 43 Elis, 
c. 6, was passed, which declared that, “if upon any action 
personal to be brought in any of her Majesty’s courts at 
Westminster, not being for any title or interest of landa, 
nor concerning the freehold or inheritance of any 

nor for any battery, it shall appear to the judges of the 
same court, and so signified or set down by the justices 
before whom the same shall be tried, that the debt or 
damages to be recovered therein, in the same court, shall 
not amount to the sum of 40s. or that in 

such case the judges and justices before whom any 

actions shall be pursued shall not award 

party plaintiff any greater or more costs than the sum of 
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the debt or damage so recovered shall amount unto, but 
less at their discretion.” 

To explain this enactment it should be remarked that 
the County or Sheriff’s Court of that time had exclusive 
* cognizance * of all ¢ personal actions (not being for tres- 
pass vi et armis, or for lands of freehold, &c.) under the 
value of 40s.; and therefore it became a common device, 
for the purpose of taking the case out of the inferior 
jurisdiction, to lay the damages in the declaration at an 
amount above that sum. The framers of the statute 
struck at the root of this mischief by making the certi- 
ficate of the judge, to the effect that the extra claim was 
not bond fide made, the instrument for taking away the 
right to costs; in effect they said to the plaintiff, “If you 
will harass your opponent by coming to the courts at 
Westminster, when you ought to bring your suit in the 
County Court, you shall forfeit the right to full costs 
which success would otherwise give you.” It is worth 
remarking that this statute was not acted upon for 150 
years, until C. J. Willes, in White v. Smith (cited in 2 Str. 
1232), for the first time gave the depriving certificate, 
that action being represented as a very paltry one, brought 
for removing sand from Hounslow Heath. 

In the following reign it was thought necessary to do 
something still more stringent towards repressing frivolous 
actions for verbal defamation, and accordingly the 21 Jac. 
c. 16, s. 6, enacted, that in all actions for slanderous words, 
wherever tried, if the jury should assess the damages 
under 40s., then the plaintiff should recover only so’much 
costs as the damages so assessed amount to, any law, &c., 
to the contrary notwithstanding. 

So things remained in this respect until the 22 & 23 

Car. 2, c. 9, was passed, which statute, by the construction 
of the judges,t was limited in its application to actions of 
trespass quare clausum fregit, together with the personal 
actions excluded from the operation of the 43 Eliz. c. 6— 
namely, actions of assault and battery, and those in which 
title to land came in question. In its treatment of these 
it differed materially from the example of its great pre- 
decessor; for it laid down that if the jury gave less than 
40s. damages the plaintiff should not recover more costs 
than the damages so found should amount to, unless the 
judge certified that an assault and battery was proved, or 
that title to land was chiefly in question. This section of 
the statute is not now in force, having been expressly re- 
pealed by the 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24; but it is necessary to 
refer to it because of its supposed connection with the 
8 & 9 Will 3,c. 11, of which Act sect. 4 says, that “in 
all actions of trespass in any of his Majesty’s Courts of 
Record at Westminster, wherein, at the trial of the cause, 
it shall appear and be certified by the judge under his 
hand, upon the back of the record, that the trespass upon 
which any defendant shall be found guilty was wilful and 
malicious, the plaintiff shall recover not only his damages 
but his full costs of suit, any former law to the contrary 
notwithstanding.” It has been held, in Bonyer v. Cook, 
4 ©. B. 236, that this merely operated to mitigate the 
stringency of the 136th section of the 22 & 23 Car. 2,c. 9, 
and therefore that the repeal of the latter annihilates 
both. Obviously the words of the section have no mean- 
ing if there was nothing antecedent to them which 
operated to take away costs in cases where a certificate of 
wilful and malicious trespass might possibly be given. 
But were the Court of Common Pleas strictly right in 
saying the 136th section of the 22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 9, was 
the only enactment which had this operation? A verdict 
for less than 40s. in an action for trespass, guare clauswm 
fregit, where title to land was not in question, followed 
by the certificate, pursuant to the 43 Eliz. c. 6, would 
have the same depriving effect. Of course, if the giving 
of the certificate is entirely discretionary with the judge, 
as is probably the case, the above decision is practically 
correct; but still this very indirect mode of repealing an 
express statute is extremely unsatisfactory. 


* 6 E4. 1, c. 8, Kennard v. Jones, 4 T. R. 495. 
+ See authorities inCom. Dig. re 
$ 3 Wils. 322; Marriott v. Mtaniey, 1 Man. & Gr, 853, 





The 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, is the only Act relating to our 
present topic which remains to be considered. It repealed, 
in express terms, the 22 & 23 Car. 2, c. 9, s. 186, and im- 
pliedly, we must assume, the 8 & 9 Will. 3, c.,11, 8. 4;. it 
also took actions of trespass and trespass on the case, 
out of the operation of the 43 Eliz.c. 6. Having done 
this, the second section enacted that in actions of trespass 
and trespass on the case, where the plaintiff recovered less 
damages than 40s., he should have no costs whatever, 
unless the judge or officer who presided at the trial should 
certify that the action was really brought to try a right, 
besides the mere right to recover damages for the 
grievance complained of in the action, or that the trespass 
or grievance in respect of which the action was brought 
was wilful and malicious. And the 3rd section provided, 
that nothing in the Act should deprive the plaintiff of his 
costs in an action for trespass committed by the defendant, 
after notice not to trespass. 

Wilde, C.J.,in Bonwyer v. Cook, concisely summed up 
the effect of this most difficult statute by saying, that “a 
plaintiff who recovers less damages than 40s., in an action 
of trespass or trespass on the case, is entitled to no costs 
unless the judge shall certify that the action was brought 
to try a right, or that the trespass or grievance in respect 
of which the action is brought was wilful and malicious, 
except where the defendant has had a previous notice not 
to trespass.” 

Where there has been this notice, which must be made 
to appear on the record by suggestion, if necessary, in 
which case it may be remarked that the costs of an issue 
on the suggestion would not fall within any existing 
enactment,* as the Act then does not apply, and no other 
Act operating upon actions of trespass remains, the plain- 
tiff is remitted to his full right under the Statute of Glou- 
cester. 

Again, where a certificate has been given under the 
2nd section, the Act is also rendered inoperative,f and 
the plaintiff either falls under the scarcely more merciful 
restraint of the 21 Jac. 1, c. 16, s. 6, which only gives as 
much costs as damages, or obtains his full costs. 

In all other personal actions, excepting trespass and 
trespass on the case, where the verdict is for less than 
40s. damages, the 43 Eliz. c, 6, still governs the right to 
costs. 

So much for the present state of the legislation upon 
costs, as defined by the time-honoured quantum of 40s. 
damages. It certainly is not so explicit as to render an 
attempi at simplification undesirable, even if there should 
be reason for continuing the existence of a limiting point, 

which has long ceased to have any practical significance. 

Let us pass on to the next set of limiting statutes 
—namely, the County Court and cognate Acts. 

The modern county courts, were established in 1846, 
by the 9 & 10 Vict., c. 95, and the 58th section of this 
Act limited their jurisdiction, in respect of the amount 
in litigation, to cases where the debt or damage claimed 
is not more than £20. Over some of the cases within 
the class defined by section 58, characterised by certain 
circumstances of locality mentioned in section 128, the 
county courts were given a jurisdiction concurrent with 
that of the superior courts, while over the remainder, the 
county courts obtained exclusive jurisdiction (to use a 
somewhat incorrect but convenient adjective). Then 
following the example set by the 43 Eliz. c. 6, though 
not imitating its simplicity, the 129th section proceeded 
to exclude from the superior courts, on pain of losing 
costs, not all cases within the new county court jurisdic- 
tion, nor even all within its exclusive ‘jurisdiction, but 
all contracts within the latter, together with so many 
torts within it as are defined by the circumstance that 
the damages do not amount to more than £5, 

Why the Legislature should have thus attempted to 
separate actions for contract and tort, it is very difficult 
to conceive; the more so as they did nothing of the kind 
when fixing the superior limit of the county court juris- 





* Norwood v. Pitt, 6 H. & N. 801. 





+ Evans v. Rees, OL. J.C. P., 16, 
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diction. The learned judges of the Court of Queen’s 
Bench lately, in Tatton v. The Great Western Railway 
Company (6 Jur. N. 8. p. 800), expressed very strong 
opinions against the reality of this distinction; and that 
case illustrated in a remarkable manner the practical 
difficulty of observing it. 

The latter part of the 129th section gave costs as be- 
tween attorney and client to the defendant, ‘in certain 
cases where the plaintiff did not obtain a verdict, unless 
the judge certified to the contrary. 

This statute expressly left untouched the question of 
costs in cases belonging to the concurrent jurisdiction, 
and impliedly in the case of judgment by default; it also 
provided, by judge’s certificate, for a mitigation of the 
penalty in the other. However, as there was much prac- 
tical inconvenience lying in the way of parties who 
wanted to avail themselves of these advantages, the pro- 
visions of this Act upon this point were superseded by 
the 18 & 14 Vict. c. 61. 

The 1st section of the 13 & 14 Vict., c. 61, increased 

. the higher range of the county court jurisdiction to £50, 
but it made no alteration in the £20 and £5, as deter- 
mining the right to costs in the superior courts, so that 
cases triable in the county courts may now be separated 
into three classes: — 

First, those whose circumstances of locality place them 
in the concurrent jurisdiction. 

Secondly, those not so distinguished, and where the 
amount recovered does not exceed £20 and £5, in con- 
tract and tort respectively. 7 

Thirdly, those not so distinguished, and where the 
amount recovered lies between £20 and £50 in contract, 
and £5 and £50 in tort, inclusive of the latter limit in 
both cases. 

(To be continued.) 








COMMON LAW. 


DEBT ON DEMISE BY LESSOR AGAINST ASSIGNEE OF LESSEE 

; —VENUE. 
Clayton v. Best, Q. B., 11 W. R. 888. 
** It was decided, in the very early case of Barker v. 
Damer, Carth. 182, that in an action of covenant 
against the 38 of a term, the venue is local. 
And the same rule as to venue prevails wherever the ac- 
tion is founded on a privity of estate, and not merely upon 
a privity of contract: Thursby v. Plant, 1 Wms. Saund. 
237. An expert pleader, however, may sometimes 
steer clear of any difficulty in this respect, by avoiding 
all unnecessary particularity as to where the cause 
of action arose. He may in this way succeed, so 
far at least as to prevent the objection being taken 
by demurrer; for it was held in the case of The Bailiff 
of Lichfield y. Slater, Willes, 431, that the Court 
is not bound judicially to take notice of the boundaries 
of counties. In The Mayor of London v. Cole, 7 T. R. 
585, in like manner, the premises in question were in 
Middlesex, and the venue was laid in London; but 
Lord Kenyon said that it did not clearly appear that 
the land was in the county of Middlesex. The Mayor of 
Berwick-upon-Tweed v. Shanks, 3 Bing. 459, also 
decided that if the defect respecting the venue was patent 
on the record, it rendered the declaration bad on de- 
murter. 

In the present case an action was brought for debt on 
the demise by a lessor against the assignee of a lessee, in re- 
of premises situate in Piccadilly, “in the county of 
esex.” ‘There was also a count for use and occu- 
— The venue was laid in Hertfordshire. ‘The 

rt of Queen's Bench held, on demurrer, that the first 

: Sparks, abi bad—the case e Ned vel ao of b aobgrt \ 

i sup., being conclusive upon the point, as the 

ty iethod ‘price to the passing of the Common Law Pro- 
cedure Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76). The difficult 

in the case arose under the 4]st section of that Act. It 

is by that section provided that “causes of action, of 


&. 





whatever kind, may be joined in the same suit ;” “and 
that where two or more causes of action so joined, 
are local, and arise in different counties, the venue may 
be laid in either of such counties.” This - 
viously affords some ground for the that the 
old rule as to local actions does not apply where the de- 
claration contains more counts than one ; or that, at.all 
events, it made, in such any gy 0 objection 
gt to venue one of form father substance, 
since the venue of a local action could be changed y 
inserting a count for another local action. . It 
was contended, on behalf of the plaintiff, that 
the whole of the record was not before the Court, 
and that it did not appear that there was not another 
count on a local action, the cause thereof Wig a 
Hertfordshire, and that consequently the de t 


‘should have demurred to the whole of the declaration, 


according to the rule laid down in Kingdon v. Noitle, 
1.M. & S. 355, in which it was held that a demurrer for 
cause of misjoinder of breaches of covenant must be to 
the whole declaration, and not to the breach alone 
which is misjothed. The Court, however, corisidered 
that the whole of the record was before them, ‘and 
allowed the demurrer. ‘The case is in as show- 
ing that the Common Law Procedure Acts have not dis- 
pensed, to the extent perhaps generally considered, with 
the technicalities of pleading. 
Buiwping contract—Fraup. 
Batterbury v. Vyse, Ex. 11 W. RB. 891. 

There is, perhaps, no class of contracts in which the 
parties more strenuously or frequently endeayour. to 
apply the maxim, modus et conventio vincunt legem, than 
those in respect of which. the law is uncertain. The 
law's delays are sufficiently inconvenient ; but uncertainty 
is still worse, and imparts no interest to speculators in 
so expensive a lottery. It is accordingly not unusual 
to provide in To ey -_ a be A —_ be 
specificall and not be com ‘for in 
Fencing hy is also not uncommon, especially in build- 
ing contracts, for a y to stipulate that he shall have 
a certain absolute discretion, the free exercise of which 
is not to be controlled by legal process. For instance, 
in the case of Stannard v. Lee, 11 W. R. 361, it 
was held that no exercise of such a discretion, how- 
ever severe it might be towards the other party, if 
it were not tainted with fraud, could give the party 
prejudiced by it ground for an action for 
The present case furnishes an instance of the only 
class of exceptions to the rule laid down in Stan- 
nard v. Lee, ubi sup., and shows that if the party sued 
have used fraud in getting the architect's certificate 
withheld, its non-production ceases to be a condition pre- 
cedent to the builder’s right to recover. It follows, 
from this case, that no agreement can be entered into 
for the purpose of veties in any of the parties a certain 
degree of discretion, so that fraud in the exercise of such 
discretion will not deprive the fraudulent party of 
the benefit of his stipulation. In the absence of fraud, 
however, such a condition will continue in foree, no 
matter how capriciously or unreasonably it may be acted 
upon. 

st Parncrpat axp Acent—Commisston. 
Green v. Bartlett, C. P., 11 W. R. 834. 

It has been always a well-established rule of common 
law, that the authority of an agent extends to doing 
everything necessary for the due discharge of his dn 
to his principal, and that his remuneration is to be cal- 
culated accordingly. Nay, even if the scope of his 
authority does not extend to the performance of a par- 
ticular act, yet, if it be subsequently adopted by the 
principal, the agent will be entitled to remuneration for 
it. Omnis ratihabitio retro-trahitur et mandato priori 
equiparatur, And if his authority does extend to an 
act, the accomplishment of which he shall, however 
indirectly have promoted, he will be entitled to 
compensation for it, as its causa causans: vide Stor 
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on Agency, p. 324, 4th ed. In the present case, 
an agent for the sale of an estate advertised and 
put it up for sale, but it was not sold then. The prin- 
cipal then wrote to the agent to withdraw the sale, and 
soon afterwards sold the estate to a y who had at- 
tended the auction. The Court of Common Pleas held 
that the agent was entitled to his conmnission, as it was by 
his instrumentality the sale was effected. The maxim of 
marine insurance, causa prozima non remota spectatur, 
which has also a very extensive operation in other 
branches of common law, has no application in questions 
of agency; and the above case shows that where an 

t for sale shall have acted bond fide, and with due 
igence, he will not be deprived of his commission if 
he shall have in any way, directly or indirectly, led to the 
completion of a sale. 


Bit or excHancr—CoL.aTERAL secunITY—Non- 
PRESENTMENT. 


Peacock v. Pursell, C. P., 11 W. R. 834. 


It was held in Russell v. Langstaffe, Doug. 496, and 
since confirmed by numerous other decisions, that the 
bankruptcy or insolvency of a drawee of a bill of 
exchange is no excuse for a neglect to present for pay- 
ment. But a presentment for payment is not 
in order to charge a person who tees the due 

yment of a bill or note (Hitchcock v. Humphrey, 5 

. & G. 559; vide Byles on Bills of Exchange, 8th ed. 
187). The case of Warri v. Furber, 8 East. 245, 
is closely pertinent to the question decided in the 
above case of Peacock vy. Pursell. It was held in 
that case that, where a party was a guarantee for 
the vendee of goods, who had accepted a bill for 
the amount, and then became bankrupt, the notorious 
insolvency of the vendee was sufficient so far to excuse 
the drawer as to enable him to charge the guarantor, 
unless it could have been shown that the bill would 
have been paid if duly presented, although it would be 
otherwise in an action on the bill. In the present case, 
the defendant being indebted to the plaintiff, gave him 
a bill of exchange, ted by A., as collateral security, 
which the plaintiff failed to present at maturity, and 
omitted to give notice of dishonour. The acceptor of 
the bill became bankrupt, whereupon the plaintiff sued 
the defendant upon the bill, and for gtols sold. ‘The 
Court of Common Pleas held that the plaintiff's laches 
was a bar to his right to recover. His laches made the 
bill to be as money in his hands, and, consequently, to 
be a satisfaction of the debt. 


A bill when taken for and on accoynt of a debt, puts 
an end to the creditor's right to the sue for the debt while 
bill is running ; but when it is taken merely as a collateral 
security, it does not suspend the ordinary right of action. 
It is, nevertheless, itself received with the usual legal 
liability in respect of presentment and notice. The pre- 
sent case very well exemplifies this branch of the law 
merchant, and is also connected in principle with thelaw 
of tees. It is hard to see why a guarantor, not 
party to a bill, should, except for nical reasons, ac- 
quire additional security in point of law by becoming 
a party to it—that is, by incurring additional liability 
by his assignment of a negotiable instrument. It ap- 
pears, however, that the rights of a party to a bill of 
ecg are under the law merchant, as far as regards 
the bill itself, unaffected by the fact that it is merely a 
collateral security, nobwitistanding that it has been de- 
eided that the taking of a fresh bill from the acceptor in 
lieu of a dishonoured bill will not discharge the other 
parties if the second bill was taken as a collateral secu- 
rity: Gordon v. Calvert, 4 Russ. 581. This appears to 
follow naturally enough from the legal signification of 
a collateral security, which, ex vi termini, implies that the 

rights of the creditor are to continue unaffeeted. 
good instance of the great 
the law merchant have r+ 


itself becomes the immediate subject of dispute. If it 
does, it is immaterial whether it is a , or merely 
a collateral security; although, if it be of the latter 
nature, it will affect the other legal bearings of the 
primary contract. 


REPEALED STATUTE. i 
Dean v. Millard, C. P., 11 W. R. 918. 


When an Act of Parliament is repealed it must be 
idered, as regards subsequent events, just as if it 
had never any operation. It is a consequence of this 
general rule of construction that the law that prevailed 
prior to the passing of the repealed statute is revived ; 
and this is the case no matter whether the law at the 
period referred to was founded upon a single or several 
statutes, or had been always the common law of the 
land (vide Dwarris on Statutes, 534, 2nd ed.) It has 
sometimes happened that a curious state of the law re- 
sults from the repeal of a repealing or of a criminal 
statute—as, for instance, in the case of Rex y. Mackenzie, 
R. & R. C, C. 429, an Act from its passing repealed a 
former Act which ousted clergy from a certain offence, 
and imposed a new penalty on the same offence. It was 
held that an offence committed before the passing of the 
second Act, but not tried until after, could not be punished 
under either of the statutes—the second one not. being 
retrospective. Anomalous complications of this sort, 
however, are seldom found to arise with to civil 
cases where there is a substantial cause of action, be- * 
cause in such cases the common law maxim, “ there is no 
wrong without a remedy,” would apply. ially is this 
the case where the statute repealed related only to pro- 
cedure. In the present case, goods were delivered to the 
committee of management of a provident society, for the 
use of the society, before the passing of 25 & 26-Vict. 
c. 87. Under the then existing state of the law, which 
was regulated by the 15 & 16 Vict. c. 31, and 17 & 18 
Vict. c. 25, individual members of the society were not 
liable, but creditors had to proceed by action against 
the trustees or public officers, if there were any, and 
upon judgment being recovered against them a writ of 
scire facias would issue against the members (Myers v. 
Rawson, 8 W.R. 417). Prior to this Act an action 
might have been brought against the individual mem- 
bers (Burton v. Tannahill, 4 W. R, 205). The Act 
25 & 26 Vict. c. 87, repealed the Acts mentioned, and it 
followed as a necessary consequence of the rule of law 
we have mentioned respecting the effect of a repealed 
statute, that the common law liability of the individual 
members was revived. The defence in the present case 
was based upon the principle acted upon in Rez v. 
Bakesee which, marerats. o yn ae a 
that t 8 were suppli ‘ore the ing of 
the 25 & fe Viet ¢. 87, ait the action eotsininer after, 
when the society was al Spm ‘that there was no 
provision to make the defendants liable as a corporation ; 
and that as they were not liable to be sued before the 
Act, no liability could be created by an ex post facto 
law. This defence is very ingenious; and in fact the 
late Act contains (section 17) a provision for bony 2 
up the society. The Court, however, held that the 
Legislature did not intend by the late Act to inter- 
fere with the ultimate liability of the members, 


but merely to abrogate the circuitous eoenere 
devised by the two preceding statutes. We own 
that the 17th section of the late Act ap; to 


resent a difficulty in this respect, as it was inte to 
the statutory mode of procedure in hag of the 
liabilities of companies registered under it. The rule of 
law, however, respecting the complete annihilation, so to 
speak, of a repealed statute, is so strong as to have ap- 
to the Court sufficient to warrant their 
the individual members of the society liable—their com- 
mon law liability being revived upon the repeal of the 
Acts which had suspended it. 
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' JUDGES’ CHAMBERS, 


(Before Mr. Justice Kzatine.) 

August 10, 11.—Stuart and another v. Waugh—This was 
an application for the discharge of Colonel Waugh from White- 
cross-street where he was detained on a for 
£50,000, at the suit of the official managers of the London and 
Eastern . It will be recollected that Colonel Waugh had 
surrendered to his bankruptcy, and an order was made for his 
release on finding two sureties in £2,000 each, and himself in 
£4,000. . - the present application to obtain his release 
without bai 

Colonel Waugh was made bankrupt in 1857, and in 1859 the 
official of the bank sought to prove for £254,000, 
but it was on the ground that £240,000 was an illegal 

debt, as there had not been the required capital, as directed by 
ps bod in the bank. The claim was reduced to £50,000, and 
of that sum £14,000 was entered as a claim on the proceedings. 

The application was made on the ground that, by entering 
aclaim on the part of the official managers of the bank, on the 
proceedings in ptey, they had waived their right of de- 
tention by virtue of the Téond 6 section of the Bankrupt Conso- 
lidation Tet of 1849, couched in the following words:—* That 

on or ay who hie Teaeeait to re an action or instituted any suit 
in respect of a demand prior to the 
tenor eric might peda wed poperty a roa under 
ptcy, prove a debt under such ban tey, or 
hoa claim ‘entered upon the proceedings without 
inquishing any action or suit; and the proving or claiming 
a er) saat a "fiat or petition for ie of bankruptcy 
by any creditor shall be deemed an election by such creditor to 
take the benefit of such fiat or petition with respect to the debt 
#0 proved or claimed, provided that such creditor shall not be 
Hable. to ro payment to such bankrupt or his assi of 
the cost of such action or suit so relinquished by him; 
and th that, where any such creditor shall have brought any 
such action or suit against such bankrupt jointly with 
other or persons, his taliaqulshhag such action 
inst the bankrapt shall not affect such action or suit 
against such h other person or persons, Provided also, that any 
creditor who shall have so proved or claimed, if the fiat or 
petition for adjudication be afterwards superseded or dismissed, 
i to proceed in the action as if he had not so proved or claimed, 
in bailable actions shall be at liberty, under the authority 
of a judge's order for that purpose, obtained in like manner as 
may now by law be done, to arrest the defendant de novo, if he 
has not put in bail below or perfected bail above, or if the de- 
fendant has put in or perfected such bail, to have resource 
“against such bail, by requiring the bail below to put in und 
perfect bail above within the first eight days in term, after 
notice in the London Gazette of the superseding or dismissing 
such fiat or petition, and by suing the bail upon their recog- 
nizances if the condition thereof is broken.” 

Under this section it was contended that inasmuch as the 
claim of £14,000 had been entered on the proceedings in bank- 
ruptcy, to which proceedings Colonel Waugh had surrendered, 
he was entitled to his discharge, as the remainder of the claim 
to £240,000 had been rejected. Several authorities were cited 
by counsel on both sides, and the learned judge took time to 

‘ consider, as the question involved a new point, and a very large 
amount to discharge the. defendant from, if his application 
succeeded. 

Aug. 11.—His Lorpsnir gave judgment this morning. He 
said he had carefully considered the arguments that had been 
used, with the particular section of the statute, the 182nd of the 
Bankrupt Consolidation Act, and the effect had been to 

‘him in the opinion he had incidentally mentioned 

Yesterday, and which was that there was no ground for the ap- 
to discharge the defendant out of custody. The sec- 

ry had reference to a debt proved on such a claim entered as 
satisfactory to tho creditor. In this case a large claim was 

pais aol and only a portion had been entered on the proceedings. 
could not say that the present application came within the 


statute, and therefore the summons would be . He 
Aut we was of opinion that the a tion was in effect, though not 
fn form, an appeal from Mr. Justice Blackburn, who had 


granted’ the capias, and, as such was’ the case, the dismissal 

must be accompanied in all wuch matters with costs to the 
te si 

Lordship endorsed the summons “ dismissed with costs.” 

- The summons was “ + he Fe lant should not be dis- 

ow gerbadhr rages having made their election 


» alteinae oy: Bakropt Cnsiaion As 108 Th 





capias was handed in, as also an affidavit on 

obtain the summons. The affidavit of Be 

that the claim against the defendant by 

the bank was £264,106 18s. 10d. mvecsind of shares, Slates 
claim admitted in bankruptcy was £14,500 in respect of @ call 
of £50 per share, and they claimed £50,000, and.aled in 'te- 
spect of 290 sheathed <i SAR. shenhe SS SpRaeeE Nee 
winding-up of the cbmpany. 

Colonel Waugh still remains in Whitecross-street 
unless he can, to obtain his release, find two sureties in 
each, and propose himself in £4,000, he must 
ment until the completion of the proceedings - 
ruptcy of 1857, and until he is released by due course | - 
result which must ‘necessarily take take some time to sccomplish. 


SUMMER AS ASSIZES, 
Norgruers Crrcuir. 
LIVERPOOL, 

Ang. 8.—The commission was opened in this town te.day 
by Mr. Justice Mellor. There were 120 causes entered for 
trial: forty-three for Salford, and 77 for West Derby. Of ~ Sand 
thirty-nine were marked for ‘special Juries. 

Oxrorp Circurr. 
GLOUCESTER. 

Aug. 10.—The commission was opened in this city to-day 
by Mr. Justice Byles, 

WEsTERN Crrcuit. 
BRISTOL. 

Aug, 12.—The commission was opened in this city to-day 
by Justice Willes. There were eleven causes entered for trial, 
two of which were marked for special juries. 









BANERUPTCY LAW. 


COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Commissioner Fane.) 

Aug, 13.—In re Durant.—The bankrupt was a solicitor, 
formerly carrying on business at Poole, Dorset, and afterwards 
in Jewin-street, City. This was an "adjourned examination 
meeting. On the Ist of April last, the bankrupt Br sass for 
his release from custody, aud the Commissioner, after 
time to consider, refused the. application on the ground that 
the bankrupt had been guilty of gross fraud in misappropriating 
trust moneys. 

— Mr. Linklater, for the bankrupt, now renewed yy 
tion, and said that in consequence of detention in the 
bankrupt had been quite nnable to prepare the mye Eo 
counts, He said that the bankrupt was willing ¢ dae el, 
and he proposed two sureties in £300 eaeh. He instanced 

case of Colonel Waugh, in which Mr, Commissioner Tialrey2 
ped eae an order for release upon reasonable bai! being 
foun 

Mr. Lawrance, for Messrs. Salter, the i creditors, 
opposed the application, and said that, although. the debts 
amounted to several pounds, and the had 
been seven months in custody, not a vestige of an =. 
had been filed. The bankrupt had acted very con 
and he was now in custody by virtue of an attachment issued 
out of the Court of Chancery for not 
At present the creditors were wholly unable to form 
of the state of the bankrupt’s affairs. 

Mr. Sargood, for the assignees, did not oppose the applica- 
tion for release. He said the assignees took this course not out 
of favour to the bankrupt, but because they conscientiously 
felt that the bankrupt —< not, from the mature. of the sc-~ 
counts, prepare them while in prison. 

Mr. Doria the and said thet the bank- 
rupt, being » trustee under a will, received a sum of £600 and 
misappropriated it. As trustee, he actually proved the debt 

against his own estate. 

Mr. Commissioner Fane said that under the circumstances 
he would not make any order for release until the bankrupt 
had filed his accounts and had given bail for his appearance. 





TO RATE OUTLYING pisTRIcTs.— The 
Board of Works have power under.:18. 


a0 Vite 
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s. 181, to raise money 
pay off certain existing liabilities incurred under the re- 


from outlying districts to 


pealed Sewers Acts, and for that purpose only, “ in like 
manner as the expenses of such in pursuance of 
this Act.” In the exercise of the power thus conferred 
on them, they issued a precept to the overseers of the 
outlying parish of A., requiring them to make a rate 
purporting on the face of it to be “ for defraying the ex- 
— of the board under this Act.” The overseers 

ving neglected to comply with the precept, the board 
appointed a collector to make the rate, and applied for a 
warrant to enforce its pa t to a magistrate, who, 
however, refused the application:—Held, that he was 
right in doing so, inasmuch as the rate was bad, for not 
showing on the face of it that it was made for the special 
purpose for which alone the board had power to make it 
on an outlying district—Reg. v. Ingham, Q, B.,11 W.R 
855. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Freprericx West, of Charlotte-row, Mansion-house, has 
been appointed a London Commissioner for administering ‘oaths 
oe -Courts of Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, and Ex- 

uer, 








IRELAND. 


The large marble statue of the late Lord Plunket, subscribed 
for by the Bar of Ireland, and intended to be placed at the 
Four Courts, has recently arrived in Dublin. The figure is 
life-size, and the late judge is represented in the standing atti- 
tude of an orator addressing an assembly. On the pedestal is 
the following simple inscription:—“ Plunket. Erected by the 
Bar of Ireland.” .The sculptor is Mr. Patrick M‘Dowell, of 
London. The statue will be placed on the right side of the en- 
trance to the Court of Chancery, and will, it is-understood, be 
formally inaugurated before the opening of next term. . 

* A curious legal point arose on a recent trial of two lads, 
named Finn and den, for arson. On the night of the 16th 
of June they were together near Clondalkin, when Finn set 
fire to a dwelling-house and two ricks of hay. They then 
came to Dublin, where Madden told a constable of the affair, 
and they were both arrested. In the station-house the in- 


i 


the |p ows of the outrage, when Finn confessed his 
and said he set fire to rf 28 ges oy ey a revenge, 
had been refused ‘relief in the neighbourhood. He 
Madden discharged. Chief Justice Mona- 
case would be a very good one in which to 
question as to whether 2 police-officer, even 
ing a Lege that anything he said eat 
, was proper person to interrogate him, 
he could in evidence anything the accused 
ight then state. The Crown counsel stated that they would 
the opinion of the twelve judges on the subject. 
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FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


FRANCE. 
IntecaLty Pracrisine MeEpicine. 


to their patients. papers found in 
of Vries, and put in as evidence, was the prospectus of a work 
» entitled Clef de la Nouvelle Aliiance, presented to man as 
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gave them the usual caution, and then questioned them 





although Dr. Ebra lived in the same house; he was not always 
present at the consultations, and the fact of supplying: patients 


with medicine was established against both the defendants. 


One witness proved that Vriés alone had attended a person 
named Piffetot, and had received from him 2,000f., with secu- 
rities for the payment of 4,000f. more. After hearing counsel 
are the defence, the Tribunal nag ign lk cums to 2,000f. i 
with six months’ imprisonment, for i y practising i- 
cine, and to 500f. fine for selling medicaments. Ebra was also 
fined 500f. for the last-named offence, and condemned to pay 
one-fourth of the expenses of the prosecution, the other three- 
fourths to be paid by Vries. 





CounTEerFEITING TraDE Marks, +i 
A rather curious trial, interesting to consumers of cham- 
pagne, has recently come off before the Tribunal of Correctional 
olice at Kheims. ‘Two wine merchants and a cooper were 
accused of having counterfeited the mark of the house of Veuve 
Clicquot, Ponsardin, and placed it on wines of their own, which 
they sold as proceeding from the Clicquot cellars. The fraud 
seems to have been practised with a minuteness which will 
have nothing surprising for those persons who are aware to 
what perfection those arts of simulation and have 
long been carried in numerous continental cellars, of manufac- 
turer, merchant, and hotel, where corks and cases, brands and 
labels, indicating the produce of the best vineyards in Europe, 
are frequently used for liquors of the basest description, and 
some of which are not even the growth of the countries whence 
they claim to proceed. Such things are donein snd, bus it 
is hoped that the deceit and imposition are carried no. further 
than they were by those unlucky natives of Rhei ; 
Roudeau, and Boucmont—the head and front of whose 
offending seems to have been the applying to wines which were, 
after all, the produce of Champagne, the marks of one of the 
most renowned dealers. ‘The wine may have been tolerable 
tipple, but it wanted the “guinea stamp” to give it rank. 
The which stamp, in the form of the magic words “ Veuve 
Clicquot Ponsardin Werle’? burnt on the cork, and ofa“ V. 
C. P.” and an anchor interlaced painted on the cases, the said 
Cazin and Co. unscrupulously applied to a quantity of wine 
sent to London, and which, it args, has been seized in the 
Victoria Docks in consequence of leg alae taken at 
heavy costs by the house of Clicquot, 2 name ered famous 
by its application by certain English jokers to the late King 
of Prussia. The Rheims tribunal has sentenced the three 
offenders to pay £1,200 damages; also to replace, by unmarked 
corks, those in the bottles now in the docks; to bear all the 
charges the complainants can prove they have incurred in the 
prosecution; and, finally, to advertise the sentence in the Times, 
the Moniteur, the Gazette des Tribunauz, and four other 
French papers. Moreover, for fraud, under the penal code, 
two of the offenders are sentenced to fines and to 18 months’ im- 
prisonment, and the third to four months of prison; and the 
wines bearing the false marks are ordered to be confiscated. 





AMERICA. 
New Yor«, 

Mr, Edwin James has been arrested and held to bail for 
libelling 2 woman in this city, He said he had known her as 
a bad woman in London. She sues for 20,000 dollars da- 
mages. 





OBITUARY. 


SIR FREDERICK W. SLADE, BART., Q.C. 
It is our painful duty to record the death of one who was 
greatly esteemed, and will long be lamented. Sir Frederick 
. Slade, Q.C., died suddenly, of fatty degeneracy of the heart 
on Saturday, the 8th inst., at Maunsell Grange, his seat in So- 
mersetshire. It would seem that the deceased baronet had felt 
the death of Sir Cresswell Cresswell very much, and spoke of it 
frequently on Friday and Saturday, observing that no one knew 
who had a diseased heart, and that God only could tell who 
would die next, little thinking at the time that the very same 
disease would so soon call upon him to follow the late judge. 
Sir Frederick was at the Wells Assizes on Friday, the 7th 
inst., in apparently good health. On that day he for his 
country seat. On Saturday morning, about seven o' he rode 
and walked in the grounds. On his return home he cor of 
pains in his chest, which after breakfast became worse. He how- 
ever felt better during the day, but in the course of the night he 
became worse, and breathed his last about twelve o'clock. The 














—A =e A Aw Oe ee eet el Oe OO ee OOF se oS a ss, 


oo SS eet tet ee Dee 


- 








PS STERISER ES Il * 


~~ = —Om Bed Ome S&B. & 














Ang 15,1863. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER, 


773 








deceased baronet was in the sixtieth year of his age at the time 
of- his death, having been born in 1803. He was the eldest 

son of the late t General Sir John Slade, Bart., 
G.C.B.,. by his. first daughter of J, Dawson, Esq., as- 
sistant barrister of the county of Armagh, Ireland, He was 
educated at Westminster, and Anadinersng = Pomry Oxford, where 
he took his degree of B.A. He was called to the Bar by the 
benchers of the Middle Temple in 1830, and was subsequently 
identified with the benchers of that inn in the action brought 
by Mr, Hudson against them for assault and false imprisonment 
arising out of the inquiry in the Digby Seymour case, by rea- 
son of Sir Frederick’s name having been the first amongst the 
defendants mentioned in the record in that action. He was a 
magistrate and. lieutenant for. Somersetshire, and 
Lieutenant-Colonel of the West Somersetshire yeomanry. 
On his call to the Bar, Sir Frederick joined the Wilt- 
shire sessions, and by a ready roughness succeeded in 
obtaining @ large practice in defending prisoners, but 
his civil business on the circuit was by no means 
commensurate with his criminal business, He worked 
himself into the former slowly, and never had a large busi- 
ness in London. He, however, through his extensive family 
connections, very soon obtained and retained a large and lu- 
crative Parliamentary practice. He was always conspicuous 
for his kindliness of disposition and good nature, but at times 
could say very rough things; being considered by his best 
friends rather frank and open. 

He was married to the daughter of the late C. B. Mostyn, 
Esq., sister of Lord Vaux of Harroroden, by whom he has had 
several children, Sir Frederick was made Q.C. in 1850, and 
has been one of the leaders of the Western Circuit since. 
He unsuccessfully contested Salisbury in 1852, Cambridge in 
1854, and Bristol at the last general election, and intended 
contesting his native county at the next general election. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


PRELIMINARY EXAMINATIONS BEFORE ENTER. 
ING INTO ARTICLES OF CLERKSHIP TO AT.- 
TORNEYS AND SOLICITORS. 

Pursuant to the judges’ orders, the Preliminary Examina- 
tions in General Knowledge will take place on the fol- 
lowing days, viz., the 27th and 28th of October, 1863, and 
the 9th and 10th of February, 1864, and will comprise— 

1. Reading aloud a passage from some English author, 

2. Writing from dictation. 

3. English grammar. 

4. Writing a short English composition. 

5. Arithmetic. A competent knowledge of the first four 
rules, simple and compound. 

6. Geography of Europe and of the British Isler. 

7. History. - Questions on English history 

8. Latin. Elementary knowledge of Latin, 

9. 1. Latin. 2, Greek, modern or ancient. 3. French. 
4, German. 5. Spanish. 6. Italian. 

The special examiners have selected the following books, in 
which candidates will be examined in the subjects numbered 
9 at the examinations in October, 1863, and February, 1864 ;— 

27TH AND 28TH OcToBER, 1863, 

Tn Latin.—Cicero, De Officiis, books i. and ii.; and Horace, 
Odes, book iii. 

In Greek.—Homer, Iliad, book i. 

In modern Greek.—Bexxapiov, wepi "Adimnudray xa) lowiy 
Piradpacnivoy amd riy Iradkixny Taaocay, 17—30; or, Berroris 
“loropia riis’Apstpixis, BiBaloy n. 

In French.— Guillaume Guizot, Alfred le Grand, ou 
l’Angleterre sous les Anglo-Saxons; or, Jean Racine, Phédre. 

In German.--Schiller, Jungfrau von Orleans; or, Geschichte 
des 30-jiihrigen Krieges, 1 volume. 

In Spanish.—Cervantes’ Don Quixote, capit. xxx.—xlv.; 
or, Fernandez de Moratin, El Si de las Nenas. 

In Italian.—Manzoni’s Promessi Sposi, cap. xii—xxii.; or, 
Torquato Tasso’s La Gerusalemme, 6, 7, 8, and 9 cantos, 

97TH AND 10TH Fesruary, 1864. 

In Latin.—Sallust, Jugurtha; and Virgil, Aineid, book vi. 

In Greek.—Xenophon, Memorabilia. 

In modern Greek: Baxxapiov, wtpi “Adixnudray xai [Tovar 

aapivoy awd viv Iradixty Taiocay 1—123; or, Berroris 
lovopla rhs Seg BiBrior &. 

In French.—P, ig pe Cinna; Fénélon, Télémaque (Les 
aventures de), Liv. i.—vii. 

In German.—Schiller’s Don Carlos; lst and 2nd Aot. 
Tieck’s William Lovel, books i—iv. 





In Spanish.—Cervantes’ Don Quixote, capit. i—xx.; or, 
Dom Hartzenbusch La Coja y el En ig ‘em 

In Italian. — Manzoni’s Srctnessl “cap, i—x.; or, 
Torquato Tasso’s La Gerusalemrhe, Ist four cantos. 

Pfenpaats ar! adams ev yen: + a on 
w exami! one langu: , according to seleo- 
tion. Candidates who select Latin will, be examined in both 
the works above specified. In modern Greek, French, 

Spanish, and Italian, candidates will have the choice of either 
of the above-mentioned works. 

Candidates are required by the judges’ orders to give one 
calendar month’s notice to the Incorporated Law Society, as 
registrar of attorneys, of the language in which they propose 
to be examined, the place at which they wish to be examined, 
and their age and place of education. All notices and in- 
quiries should be addressed to Mr. E. W. Williamson, the 
ney of the Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


MEETINGS. 
BELFAST AND SOUTHERN CounTizs Raltwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this compauy, held on the 
11th inst., a dividend at the rate of 4 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 

Genera. Iron Screw Cottizr Company. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
10th inst., a dividend at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum 
was declared for the past half-year. 

LonDon AND BLACKWALL RalLwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 11th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 3} per cent. per annum was de- 
clared for the past half-year, 

Lurnvi Vatiey Ramwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 7th 
inst., a dividend of £5 per cent. upon the first and second 
preference shares, and a dividend at the rate of £4 per cent. 
fot mmsiy on the ordinary stock, were declared for the past 
half-year. 

Lonpox axp South Western Rai.wayr. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on’ the 
13th inst., a dividend at the rate of 4} per cent. pér annum 
was declared for the past half-year. 

Miw-Kent (Bromizy To St. Mary.Crar). 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 10th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of £3 per cent. per ‘annumi, free of 
income tax, was declared for the past half-year, 

Norra Starrorpsurre Raliwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 
7th inst., a dividend at the rate of 34 per cent. per annum was 
declared for the past half-year. 

Roya Insurance CoMPaNyY. 

At the annual meeting of this company, held on the 7th 
inst., a dividend of 3e. per share, and a bonus of 4s, per share 
(together 7s.), free of income tax, were declared, 

Royston AND Hircnin Ratiwar. 

At the half-yearly meeting of this company, held on the 10th 
inst., a dividend at the rate of 6 per cent. per annum, less in- 
come tax, was declared for the past half-year. 








A parliamentary paper was issued on Sth inst. on the 
property and income tax, showing the number 
charged to the income tax for the year a on i 
April, 1861 and 1862, under schedules D E, in England 
and Ireland. In the year ending the Sth of April, 1861, the 
number of persons charged with Seve tax 
in England was 278,723, and the amount of tax charged , 
£3,429,175, In the year ending the 5th of A 
number of persons was 285,457, and the amount of tax charged 
£3,222,033. Under schedule E the number of persons assessed 
for income tax in 1861 was 100,628, and the amount of tax 
charged £710,907. In 1862 the number of persons is 
reduced to 98,700, and the amount to £664,160. 1861 the 
number of persons assessed for income tax in Ireland under 
schedule D was 17,721, and the amount of tax he 
861 


2 


5 


£184,732. In 1862 the number of persons was 
the amount charged £168,132. Under schedule 
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the number of persons assessed was 6,152, and the amount of 
tax £47,543; and in 1862 the number of persons was 6,077, 
ard the amount charged £44,566. In 1861 the net amount of 
prey and income tax classed under the several schedules 
in Great Britain was £10,764,604, and in 1862 £10,196,119. 
The total amount of property and income tax classed under 
the several schedules in Ireland was in 1861 £862,627, and in 
1862 £793,984. 


The fee fund account of the superior courts of common law 
shows a falling off in the receipts from £51,156 in 1861 to £46,416 
in 1862. In the legal year ending with the long vacation 
of 1862 the writs of summons issued in the superior courts were 
less than in the previous year by 10 per cent., being 103,564 
against 114,301. The numbers were 32,531 in the Queen’s 
Bench, 27,997 in the Common Pleas, and 43,036 in the Ex- 
chequer, The number of causes actually tried before the superior 
courts was 2,202 in 1861 and 2,295 in 1862—namely, 1,179 in 
London and Westminster, and 1,116 at the assizes. The stims 
for which verdicts were given amounted in 1861 to £301,736, 
and in 1862 to only £234,880—£128,298 at the assizes, and 
£106,582 in London and Westminster. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

BURY—On the 10th Aug., at Low Hall; Brompton, near Scarborough, 
the wife of Edward Bury, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 

LEWERS—On Aug. 9, at 7, Warlitersville-road, Upper Hornsey Rise, the 
wife of William Lewers, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES, 

CUTBILL—CUTBILL—On Aug 13, at St. Bartholomew's, Sydenham, 
Alfred Cutbill, Esq., M.A., of the Inner Temple, to Ellen Sarah, eldest 
daughter of T, 8. Cuthill, Eeq., of Lawrie Park, Sydenham. 

MALONE-—EDWARDS—On August 5, at Plympton St. Mary, Devon, 
Anthony Malo: +» ReM.L.L, to Mary, only daughter of Charles 

wa of iter, Totnes. 

PARRY—LINKLATER—On August 1, at St. Peter’s Church, Eaton- 
square, by the Rev. Robert Cory, B.D., Vicar of Stanground, Hunting- 
donshire, uncle of the bridegroom, n William Henry Parry, 37th 
Regiment, only son of the late Rey. William Henry Parry, B.D., Kector 
of Bothal, Northumberland, to Georgiana, only daughter of ‘John 

, -, Of 44, Eaton-place, and Salmons, Caterham, Surrey. 

POTTER: H—On August 8, at Gee Cross Chapel, Rupert Potter, 
of Lincoln’s-inn, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, second son of Edmund Potter, 
Esq., M.P., F.R.S., to Helen, youngest daughter of the late John Leech, 

+, of Palace-gardens, Kensington, and Gorse Hall, Staleybridge. 

RAM—SCOTT—On Aug. 11, at Wappenham, Northamptonshire, Stephen 
Adye*Ram, Esq., of Red Lion-square, London, Solicitor, son of James 
Ram, Esq., of the Inner Temple, and of Ipswich, Barrister-at-Law, to 
Susan Amelia, daughter of the Kev. Thomas Scott, Rector of Wap- 


nham. 

sCoTT—-DOUGLAS—On the 6th Aug., at Stoke Church, Devonport, 
James Alexander Scott, Esq., son of the late Alexander Scott, op 
Solicitor, Perth, to Annabella Monteith, eldest daughter of the late 
William Douglas, Esq., of Kingston, Jamaica. 

DEATHS. 

LAKE~—On August 7, Alethe Helena, the infant daughter of Benjamin 

Lake, Esq., in wantogg Highbury-terrace, Highbury, and, No. 10, New- 
Lincoln’s- 


uare, 

MARRIOTT_~On August 7,at Palace Gate, Exeter, aged 76, Selina Anne, 
widow of the late George Wharton Marriott, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

MARTIN—On the 9th Aug., at: 11, Kidbrooke-terrace, Blackheath, 
Gertrude, daughter of Thomas Martin, Esq., 57, Cannon-street, E.C., 
Solicitor, aged 2 years and 11 wnonths. 

SLADE—On Aug, at Maunse!l Housc, Somersetshire, Sir F, W. Slade, 
Bart., Q.C., aged 61. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
August 6.—By Messrs, WinsTanLey. 
Freehold resid ence, Seale Lodge, Seale, Surrey, and about thirty acres of 
land.—Sold for £5,300. 
Freehold farm-house and buildings, at Seale, and about 186 acres of 
arable and pasture land.—Sold for £6,000. 
Freehold (part known as Owls), consisting of a stone building and about 
153 acres of land, at Seale.—Sold for £2,260. 
Freehold piece of land, known as Longdown, about 4 acres.—Sold for £250. 
Freehold piece of land, known as Southdown, about 12 acres.—Sold for 


By Megsrs. Fraser & Price. 
Freehold, The Old Hall, Mobberley, Cheshire, together with a farm of 
about 28 acres.—Soild for £3,810. 
Freehold dairy farm, at Mobberley, with residence, known as Barlow 
House, and about 100 acres of land.—Sold a. 


By Mr. Mansa. 
Leasehold dwelling house, No. 166, Euston-road.—Sold for £345. 
Leasehold residence, No. 2, Castlenau-gardens, Barnes.—Sold for £500. 
By Mr. Josern Sauren. 
two dwelling houses, Nos. 13 and 14, Marsden-terrace, Haver- 
Sold for £225 each. 
house and shop, No, 15, Marsden-terrace.—Sold for £320, 
house and shop, No. 16, Marsden-terrace.—Sold for £265. 





vel haygme pte 
Faas ee oat 4a. 36p., in the parish of Sheering, Easex.— 


By Messrs. Fouter & Horsey, 
Freehold premises, Nos. 30 and 31, Clement's-lane, 
Sold for £10,700. 
By Messrs. Dawret Surra, Son, & Oaxter. ' 
Leasehold business premises, with two shops, No. 22, Ludgate-hill.—Sold 


for £5,120, . 
Freehold building land at Mottingham, Kent, Highfield Meadow, 
12a. Ir. 17p. id for 24,150.—Moor Mead, ts. Or. 27p. Sold for 
£1,260.—Rye Grass Mead, 2a. 3r. lip. Sold for £1,050 { 
Meadow, 3a. Ir. 2p. Sold for £1,080,—A piece of 49a, Ir, 
Sold for £7,500.—Cold Harbour Meadow, 8a. Ir. * for £2,000, 
—Four fields meadow land, 16a. 8r. 28p. ' Sold for £2,400. 
A t 10.—By Messrs Norton, Hoacart, & Trist. ‘ 
Copyhold in the Middle Mall, 
—Sold for £1,000. 
Copyhold cottage, adjoining.—Sold for £160. 
y Mr. RuMBALL. ) 
Copyhold farm, known as “ Hammonds,” situate at No Man's Land, 
Saundridge, Herts, containing about 213 acres, with residence, &c.— 
Sold for £7,000. 
By Mr. R. Low. 


ee dwelling-house, No. 23, Sutherland-square, Walworth.—Sold 

for £410, . 

August 11.—By Messrs. Norton, Hoaaart, & x 
Leasehold residence, No. 29, Finsbury-circus WNorcin 2 Seal fe 21:930., 
By Messrs. Hammonp & Ktgxeanp, 

Leasehold, two residences, Nos. 1 and 2, Codrington-villas, Central Hill, 

Upper Norwood.—Sold for £1,320. 
August 12.—By Messrs. Datver. 

Freehold building and accommodation land at Teddington, Middlesex. Lot 

1, containing about 4 acres, with the manor, farm, house, sold for 

$1,500 ; lot 2, 2a. 3r, 35p. building land, sold for £650; lot 3, 2a, Ir. be 


sold for £550; lot 4, 2a., sold for £475; lot 5, la, ir. 32p,, sold 
£550; lot 6, la. lr. 16p., sold for £575; lot 7, la. 3r. 35p,, 

£500 ; lot 8, Oa. 3r. Op., sold for £575; lot 9, 2a., sold for ; lot 10, 
2a., sold for £450; lot il, la, 2r. 33p., sold for £350; lot 12, la. Ir, 12p., 
suld for £325 ; lot 13, 1a. 2r. lop., sold for £350; lot 14, la. Or, Gp., sold 
for £350; lot 15, la. 2r. 16p,, sold for £609; lot 16, Ia. 2r. Gp. 

for £600 ; lot 17, 1a. 2r. 28p., sold for £250; lot 18, Ia. 2r. 6p., 

for £300; lot 19, la. 2r. 5p., sold for £300; lot 20, 2a, Or. 2p., sold 
for £450 ; lot 21, 2a. Or. Op., sold for £400 ; lot 22, 2a. Or. 20p., sold for 


£400. 
AT GARBRAWAY'S. 
August 6.—By Messrs. Buage. 
Freehold residence, situate at Duppa’s Hill, Croydon, with stabling, &c., 
also a detached eottage.—Sold for £4,240. f 
August 11,—By Mr, TABERNACLE. 
aes hold, “ The Star” Tavern, No, 31, Aldersgate-street.—Sold for 
5,150. 
August 12.—By Messrs, Fanesnotaen, Crane, & Lre. 
Freehold, and part copyhold, plot of building land, about 9 acres, situate 
in French-street, Sunbury.—Sold for £1,540. 
Freehold, “ Harrison's” and ‘* Cole End” farms, in the parish of Wim- 
bish-cum-Humderly, containing about 171 scres, with farm-house, . 
buildings, &c.—Sold for £3,500. 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Turspay, Aug. 11, 1863. 
Cardale, John Bate, John Iliffe, Jas Ward Russell, & Edward Card 
Bedford-row, Attorneys and Solicitors (Cardale, iliffe, & Russell), ly 
31. By mutual consent. 


GMindings-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
FripaY, Aug. 7, 1863, 
LiuwiTep In CHANCERY, 

New Theatre Company (Limited).—Order to wind-up July 27, M, R. 
G. H. Jay, Moorgate-street, appointed Official Liquidator. 

Doncaster Permanent Benefit Building and Investment Society.—Creditors 
are required, on or before October 24, to send their aames and addresses 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, and the names and ad- 
dresses of their solicitors, to A. Allott, Sheffield, Official Liquidator, 
V.C. Wood, j 

Toespay, Aug. 11, 1863, 
Limitep iy CuANcerY. . 

Huddersfield District Manufacturing Company (Limited),—-Creditors are . 
required, on or before Sept. 7, to send thew names and addresses, and . 
the particulars of their debts or claims, and the names and addresses of 
their solicitors, to H. Wilde, Huddersfield, Official Liquidator, 


Crevitors under 22 & 23 Vict. cay. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Faipar, Aug. 7, 1863. 
Bellwood, Ann, Simmington, York, Widow. Sept 29. Watson, Pickering. 
German, Elizabeth Jane, Mile-end-road, Widow. Sept 29. Gellatley & ° 
Son, St Michael’s-alley, Cornhill. 
Head, Robt, Ramhurst Farm, Leigh, Kent, Farmer. Sept 29, Morrison, 


Reigate. 
Kershaw, Robt, Manch, Gent, Oct 1. Kershaw & Bullock, Manch, 
Low, Elizabeth, Manchester-buildings, Holloway-road, Spinster. Dec 1. 
se. ee . ey? Lee cierinoy a oes egg poll « Commons. Bitssiis 
herson, John, Gloncester-cottages, borough-park 
Colonel, ‘Sept 1,’ Pritehard & Sou, Qt Knightrider-et, Doctors’ Com- 
mons. oa 
ere John, Noble-street, London, Clothworker, Sept 10, Terrell 
berlain, Salngeell-s- 
Btewart, Jas, — in, Esq. Sept 29. Gellatley & Son, St Michael’s- 


wreesh, Chas des, Salehuret, Sussex, Lieutenant. Oct 10. Philcos, 
Burwash, ; 
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ae Torspay, Aug. 11, 1863. Pita teved, Wrote, Set Grocer. all 43 Asst, Bow Aug 4. 
Bellwood, Ant emg oe fe a 5 ate tome Pickering. Grits, Elizabeth, her age eg Pe ln = Wibter nok 6 Atst. 
Crt nm, Ben rey fw gga Happey, Ja y, Sdhin Walker, Kingston-upan-Hull, Despér. July 14, Aaié 


Bt Twig Peaatetned, Whaev. Oct 14. Scard, Gt St Helens, — 
Elton, Jas, North Stoke, Oxford, Esq (ny ae Sladen, 
Geary, Fras, Droitwich, Worcester. Lofty & Go, King-st, Cheap- 


side. 
eer Hy, Artillery-row, Westminster, Wheelwright. Aug 26. 


Elener, Carlisle 3, Witam, Haey Ten | 
ees Witla, Easex, Tea Dealer. Sept 14. Harris & 


Oct 12, "Eee a ym 
; Pawnbroker. % Fo x ottingham. 
, Isaac, Sal sen Nig se 9 Gent. Nov 4. eg 


> Bath, 30. Slack & Simmons, Bath 
pabter, Mas-bale Gent. Oct 2. Wake, 


Stevens, John, Woodfield Villas, Harrow-rd, Gent. Sept 19. Brown, 


‘Acton-hill, Middx, Farmer. it 14. Aston, Edgware-rd, 
Williams, Ale Alexander, New Brentford, Middx, Gent. Dec 4. Chapple, Gt 
‘eaten under Gstates in Chancery. 

Last Day of Proof. 

Famwar, Aug. 7, 1863. 
Allison, Cathbert, Bishopwearmouth, Gent. Nov10. Allison e. Allison, 
om. Ivie, Ellichpoor, East Indies, Nov 2. MacRae v. Allardyce, 

.C. Stuart. 

en Barkwell, Somerset, Widow. Nov%. Porter v, Dawson, 
Evans, Hy Hy, Bailey, Liangunilo, Radnor, Farmer. Nov 23. Evans v. 


Evans, V. C. Stuart. 
gg Sg , Wm, Ag Petér’s-terrace, Hammersmith, Gent. Nov 4. Filby #. 
Be gs Soa ~ Gloucester-st, Pimlico, Surveyor, Nov 2. Fish v. Fish, V.C. 
G Mary , Spennels ene Stone, Worcester, Spinster. Nov 
pg oe v. Gibbons, 1.2. , 
—-. » eaten, enn Sgeeeaae, , Stafford, Esq. Nov i6. Gib- 
Pad 3 Louis, Cariton-ter, Loughborough-rd, Brixton, Esq. Nov 6. 
Sandford v. Sandford, V. C. Kindersley. 
Busey, Eugene, Cio, nr Bristol, MD. Nov 20, Johnson v, Kershaw, 
ee, aw Lombard-st, Stationer. Oct 28. Jeffery v. 
Mitch, Wm, Garford-st, Limehouse, Anchor Smith. Nov 7, Mitche- 
son v. aitcheson, Stuart. 
Oldham, Thos, Barge-yard, Bucklersbury, Linen Merchant. Nov 17, 
Foster 0. Jones, V. C. Stuart. 
tO Helions Bumpstead, Essex, Farmer, Nov 6. Stubbing 
C. Kindersley. 
1, Lad a> enn Knightsbridge, Widow. Oct 30, Taf- 
Wilton. ‘John Hall, sreney, New South Wales, Theatrica] Agent. Oct 29. 
Smith v. Washington, 
Tuxrspar, Aug. 11, 1863, 
Andrews, Robt, Willingate, Spain, Essex, Farmer. Nov 11. Darby». 
Young, tuart. 
Arnsb pur ff John, Potton, Bedford, Yeoman, Oct 30. Soper v. Smith, V. C. 
coup, Seo, Hemel Hempstead, Corn Dealer. Oct 29. Re Geo Coup- 


crick,” Chas Richa Gray’s-inn-rd, Middx, Butcher. Nov 14. Hancock 


v. Walthew, 
Frost, Sarah, Charlotte-st, Fi . Widow, Oil and Pickle Merchant. 
Oct 29. Frost v. Frost, V. C. 


ood. 
Joseph, Providence-buildings, New Kent-rd, Butcher. Nov 14, 

Nicklinson v. Garner, M. R. 6. : 

pe gang Raven, Norwich, Gent. Nov 4. Goggs v. Garwood, V, C. 


— ~— a London, Corn Factor, Novil. Nash v. 
Hardl Sonata, ‘Tunstall, Stafford, Schoolmaster, Nov2. Reade, 


Hull Parent Building Company , The. Nov 2. Spencer v. Robinson, M.R. 
ee Bag Weeley, Essex, Farmer. Nov 5, Matthews v. Bird, 
Pyle, Wares, Madingley, Cambridge, Farmer. Oct 29. Pykev. Pyke, 
Scott, Geo, Cheltenham, M.D. Nov2. Scott ». Scott, M. RB, 
Assignments for Benelt of Creditors. 
Faray, Aug. 7, 1863. 
Harris, Wm, Lincoln's-inn-fields, Attorney. July 7. Harris, Rugby. 
ToxsDay, Ang. 11, 1863. 
o_ Hy, Brighouse, Halifax, Plumber and Gas Fitter. July 31. 


bers, Brighouse. 
‘juts registered pursuant to Gankcuptey am 1861. 


Farivar, Aug. 7, 1863, 
emt John, Leeds, Beer Seller. July 9. Comp. Reg Aug 5. 


Bramfitt, Thos, Gt Lumley, Durham Grocer. July 9, Asst. Keg Aug 6. 

aie A Thos, Alme-rd, St Paul's-rd, Islington, Dry Salter. July 7. Comp. 
ug 4. 

Carman, Joseph, Setaneen-a, Pentonville, Gas Inspector, July 25. 


Phi, “Shorediteb, Glass and China Dealer. July 16, Asst. 
ug 6, 


Conv, 
Coben, Phi 
Reg A’ 








Hardy, Bebe, Peterborough, Tinman. July 9. Asst. mee 4. 

Peer ben Myer, Clifton-ter, Maida-hill, Middix. y a Comp. 

Kidd Geo Hood, Scarborough, Grocer. July 28, Conv. Reg Aug 5. 

Leigh, i a Lancaster, Cotton Spinner. July 14, 
Conv. 

Lymbery, Fredk, Nottingham hace Maker, July 23. Conv. Reg Aug 6, 
cMorran, Joseph, "e ten John Bellew, Biackman-at, Surrey, 


duly 11. Conv. Reg Aug 4 
Pain, John Hopper, Worcester, “Chemist, July 10, Conv. eae 
Plint, Hy, Leeds, Sharebroker. July 10. Fo Reg Aug 5, 
Hy; a Wilts, Baker. ” yaly 11 . Asst. Reg Ang 6. 
ee Hy, & Robt Sanderson, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Grocers, July 


Reg Aug 4. 
Sanden, J Jas, Berwick-upon-Tweed, out of business, July 7. Asst. 
"ie Se Egerton, East Dulwich, Gent. Aug 6. Comp. Reg 


Toxspay, Aug. 11, 1863. 

Det Poon Snowsfields, Bermondsey, Wheelwright. July 10. Cony, 
eg Aug 

— Chatham-pl, Hackney, Milliner. July 27. Comp. Reg 


Broadhead, Wm, Owlerton, néar Sheffield, Grocer. Ang 3. Cony. Reg 
U; 
Our Bev. 7 Thos, Rector of Kirk Smeaton, York, Clerk. July 11. Asst. 


Cighorn, Rot, York- -bldgs, Adam-st, Adelphi, Purveyor. July 20. Conv. 


Eigse, ts Fredk, Ipswich, Woollen Draper. July 22. Asst. Reg Aug 6. 
eremiah oan Gloucester-grove, West Brompton, Gent. Ang 
Comp. 


5. Reg A 
Felton, Wm, Chelieaheen, Tailor. . July 14. ah. 
Greenwood, Jas, John Newall, and John Sute 
alsden, near Todmorden, Cotton Manufacturers. 
Reg Aug 7. 
ee Thos Shipp, Harrow-on-the-Hill, Farmer, July 13, Comp. 
A 


eg Aug 8 
Harper, Thos, Sunderland, Contractor, July 28. — 8. 
Hill, Robt, Bolton, Draper. July 15. Asst. “wa tates 
Hughes, Hy, Hereford, Gent. July 16. Conv. 

Langford, Richd, Harley, Salop, Shoemaker, July 13, ‘a: ne ay 10, 

Laurie, Jas, Nottingham, Draper. July 17. Conv. 

Pritchard, Wm, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Dyer. July 13. —. “—>. Aug 10, 

on, Ezekiel, Dumplington, Barton-upon-Irwell, Farmer, July 14, 

Asst. Reg Aug Ul. 

Seales, Thos, Newark-upon-Trent, and Wood-st, Cheapside, Linen Mer- 
chant. July 13. Aset. Reg Aug 10, 

Sergeant, John, Cheltenham, Schoolmaster, July 16. Conv. Reg Aug.10, 


Bankrupts. 
one Aug. 7, 186 4 


Reg Aug 8. 
Wi 
cari” ae 


'o Surrender in London. 
Bernal, Augustus woot, Fenton's Hotel, St James’s-st, Gent. Adj July 
20. Ang i9at2. Aldridge. 


Blanchard, Joseph, Faas. Kennington-rd, Lambeth, Carpenter. Pet 
Ang 4; Aug 19 atl are, 

Butler, Ann, King’s-rd, Chelsea, Baker, Pet Aug 5. Aug 25 at 1. 
Braddon, Dane’s-inn, Strand. 


Ceileur, Albert, Shawbury-villas, Camden-rd, Ph one. 
July 38. Aug 19 at 1; Chidley, Old Jewry, and B: Dubois, 
iman-st. 
Choimet, Alexandre, — ter, R r Cheyne-row, Chelsea, out of busi- 
ton. "ol Anat. ame ee 2 Manibre, Bedford-row 
Cooper, Jas, jun, Berean SWohwicn marchers etemh, Pet Aug 4, 
Aug 25 at 12. Drew, Basinghall-st, 
French, Geo, Park-rd + a Bow, Mariner, Pet Aug 4. Aug 95 at R 
Clasp, So Th wn, Southampton, Corn Factor. Pet Aug 
n Thos 
3. Aug 25 at 11. Haya Hackwood, Walbrook. 
Hale, Fredk, Shotter Mill, aoe a Pet July 25. ‘Aug 19 at 2. 
Murrough, Warwick-ct, Gray’s-inn. 


Harris, Noel Alleyne, Bt, -8q, Bayswater, out of busi- 
ness. Pet Aug4. Aug 19 at bod Wells, Momgaveas. 
Hossfeld, Carl Heinrich, rd, Lambeth, out of business. Pet Aug 5. 


Aug 25 ati. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Johnson, Saml, Leadenhall-st, Commercial Clerk, Pet Aug 1. Aug 19 
at 12. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers. 

Langtry, Jas, Napier-ter, Bow me aa out of business, Pet Aug 5, 
Aug 25 at 1. Peverley, Coleman- 

Macnamara, John, Navarino-tr, Cowiey- -rd, Brixton, Government Clerk, 
Pet Aug 3. Aug 19 at 1 

erin, Bets! Lower Parka New Peckham, Victualler. Pet July 31. 
Aug 19 at , Basinghail-st. 

tag Wm Mark, Yorkard, Lambeth, Carpenter. Pet Aug 3. Aug 19 at 

Silvester, Gt Dover-st, Ni 


, Saml, Philip-lane, West Green, Tottenham, Corn Dealer. Pet Aug 


Mitson 
5. Aug 19 at 
act Hac, taps Sw Re ington age, Pot An 
25 atl. Forsyth, Lomburd-st. 
Murray, ‘m Robt, Exeter Hall Hotel, Strand. Pet Aug 3. Aug 25 at ll, 


at 12, Hichardson, Old Jewry-chambers, 

Stearman, Thos Stephen, Aldershott, wean. Pet Aug 3. Aug %5 
atll. White, Danes-inn, Strand, and Guildford 

Strutt, Geo, Havelock-ter, Meeting- house-lane, Peckham, Builder, Pet 
Aug 5 (for pan). Aug25 atl. Aldridge. 

Ullmann, Joseph, Oxford-st, General Merchant. Pet Aug 5. Aug 19 at 
12, Linklaters & Hackwood ood, Walbrook. 

Vernon, Chas, Wimbiedon, Cowkeeper. Pet Aug. Avg19a@tl. Davies, 
Union- ct, Old Broad-st. 3 
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Willsmer, Geo, Lewisham-rd, Kent, Carpenter. Pet Aug 5 (for pau). 
A 25 atl. Aldridge. 
= , Jas, Kettering, Northampton, Draper. Pet Aug 3. Ang 25 at 
, Gt James-st, Bedford-row, agent for Sherwood, Welling- 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Allen, Jas, Runcorn Gap, within Widnes, Lancaster, Grocer. Pet Aug 1. 
St Helen's, Aug 19 at 11. Barrow, St Helen's. 
ow & Wm Ward, Blackburn, Cotton Manufacturers. Pet Aug 3. 
Aug 21 at 11, Crowther & Farrington, Manch. 
Bathe. Edwin Emanuel Bates, St. Paul's, Bristol, Cordwainer. Pet Aug 


4. Bristol, t 4 at 12. aS. 
Botwood, ~ lop, Hairdresser. Adj July 16. Bridg- 
Bowden, Wm, Barnstaple, Gardener. Pet Aug 5. Barnstaple, Aug 18 at 
Bromham. 


Bernard, 
north, "aug 21 at 12. 
enna Saml, Wharncliffeside-green, nr Sheffield, Labourer. Pet Aug 
4. Sheffield, Aug 20 at 2. Mason, York and Sheffield. 
Craven, John, Harrogate, York, Carter. Pet Aug 5. Knaresborough, 
Leeds. 


Aug 26 at 10. Harie, 
Davies, Thos, sen, my ee Grocer. Pet Aug 5. Bristol, Aug 21 at 
Pet Aug 4. Derby, Aug 19 


li. Brittan & Sons, Bristol 

—_ se jun, ia Mail Contractor. 

Fox, Howard Busby, » Commission Agent. PetAug 4. Lpool, Aug 
26 at 11. fiver wide Collins, Lpool. 

Henchley, Joseph Richard, Birm, Chemist. Pet Aug5. Birm, Aug 24 at 
12. James & Co, Birm. 

Herbert, Wm, Crickhowell, Brecon, Labourer. Pet July 30. Crickhowell, 
Aug 20 at 10. Davies, Crickhowell. 

Kaufmann, Samuel Kalman, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Teacher to the Jewish 
School of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet Aug 4. Newcastle, Aug 26 at 
12, Joel, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Kidd, Geo Hy, n, Book-keeper. Pet July 6 (for pau). Warwick, 
Aug 2iat 10. Kilby, Banbury. 

John, Bradiford, Pilton, Devon, Wood Turner. Pet Aug 4. Barn- 
staple, Aug 18 at 12, nag os Barnstaple, 

ger. Pet Aug 1. Shrewsbury, Sept 


Shrewebery, 
Lowe, gr re pg Gas Fitter. Pet Aug 4. Birm, Sept 
28 at 10. Sargent, Birm 
Lusty, Hy. Bristol, out of business. Pet Aug 3. Bristol, Sept 4 at 12. 


Hill, Bristol. 
Marsh, Sami, Glastonbury, Somerset, Butcher. Pet Aug 5. Wells, Aug 
19 at 12. Bulleid, Glastonbury. 
Mawby, Thos, Lpool, Warehouseman. Pet July 20. Nottingham, Aug 
19 at Il. “Maples, Nottingham. 
— Tg a7 nr Lpool, Book-keeper. Pet July 30. Lpool, 
Aug 19 at 
Page, John, Tavistock, Devon, Shoemaker. Pet Aug 4. Barnstaple, Aug 
18 at 12. Bencraft, Barnstaple. 
Jaa; Malton, lanhooper. Pet Aug 5. Halifax, Sept 25 at 10. 
name Robt, Great Bolton, Butcher. Pet Aug3. Bolton, Aug 19 at 10. 
ton. 
, Oxford, Watchmaker. Pet Aug 3. Bicester, 
r. 
ussex, Fencing and - ep pared Master. 


Pet Aug 
1 Brighton 
bbon Maunfacturer. Pet Aug 3. Birm, Aug 





Sansome, Wm 
21 at 12. cladezn & Go, 
Townsend, Chas, gg Lay “Pet Aug 1. Birm, Aug 26 at 12. Hodg- 


Heath, Mistley, Essex, Blacksmith. Pet July 30. 


° Whitcombe, Colchester. 


alker, Geo, Eccleston Mill, nr + Helen's Miller, Adj March 12. St 
wisn, Say, bed Ree Marsh Helen 


gh te mene: Pet Ang 5. Lpool, 
Jas, Wymondham, Norfolk, T . ” Pet July 29. Wymond- 
orwich. 


ham, Aug 20 at 12. —-1 N 
in Plate Worker. Pet Ang 4. 
3 at 12. Re whig Manch. 
Watson, th, Furniture Dealer. Pet Aug 4. 
ewcastle-upon-Tyne, Aug 19 at 12. M*Rae, Sunderland. 
Torspar, August 11, 1863, 
To Surrender in London. 
Arnold, Arthur, Faversham, Grocer. Pet Aug7. Aug 25 at2. Mote, 


Bianconi, Chas, jun, New Iam, Seaford, Gent. Pet Aug 6. Aug 25 at 2. 
Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pi, H 
elock-ter, ‘lord, Essex, Widow. Pet Aug 6 (for pau). 


A " 

Burningham, John, Farnham, Baker. Pet Aug7. Aug 26 at 11. White, 
9g” Strand. 

ry bane , Salisbury, Whitesmith. Pet Aug 8. Aug 25 at 3. Bothamiey 


Freeman, Colewan-st. 
Hale, Fredk, Shotter Mill, Linchmere (and not Limehouse, as previously 


advertised). 
Learmonth, Wm, -st, Liverpool-rd, to the Lord 


Ellington. Messenger 
Chaneellor. Pet Aug 5. Aug 26 ati2, Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry+ 


chambers. 
Lorrette, Chas Louis Thinot; Aldermanbury, Lithographer and Printer. 
Bes hag Ang 25 at 3. ii, Basioghata. 

Wm ton Buzzard, Builder. Pet Aug 3. Aug 
%6 at 11. » Bde & On, Asteomaabary 
= am fy pm died out of business. Pet Aug 5 (for pau). 


Nye, yorum, The Sh Ship. i Little Tower-st, Victualler, Pet Aug5, Aug 26 


at 12 
Pethick, Wm iy. Waverley-rd, Harrow-rd, Plasterer. Pet Aug 6 (for 
). Aug at 2. Aldridge. 
Alexander, Princesst, Hanover er-sq, Professor of Music, Pet Aug 
ne athe We, a ay 9 ck 
rescott, Thos ottingham, d, ns-w no profes- 
on ag Aug 6. Aug 7% af 12, Holt & Mason, Quality-ct, Chan- 
cory 





Sanderson, Jas, Gt Sutton-st, Clerkenwell, Dressing Case Maker. "Pet ; 


Aug 6. Aug 26atli. Wetherfield, M 
Sewell, Geo Edw, Fitzroy-pl, Kentish-town, 
House Keeper. Pet Aug 5. Aug 26 at 12. 
os, Palmer’: y-hate! 
. Aug 25 at 2. Aldridge. 
ith, Thos, Canterbury, Victualler. Adj July 22. As » rat 3. Aliana 
Staddon, Jos, jun, Uxbridge, out of business. Pet A 
25 at2. Aldridge. 
Steadman, Thos, Shoreham, Baker. Pet Aug!. Aug 25 at 3. ae 
& Clark, Cook’s-ct, Lincoln’s-inn, agents for mau, ton. 
Turner, Edw John, Coleman-st, London, Accountant. Pet Aug 8, Aug 
26at12. Chidley, Old Jewry. 
Wildes, Hy Atkinson, Maidstone, Attorney-at-Law and Solicitor. Pet 


wae al, Aug 26 at 1. Lawrance & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, 
in Corm, Pet Aug 
Wing se mil. Atkinson & Co, Bedford-row. ‘ 


oodroof, Summerson, Union-pl, Islington, Dealer 

To Sarrender in the Country, «": % 

Book, Jos, Hulme, Lancaster, Teacher of La . Pet Aug 6. Sal- 
ford, Aug 22 at 9.30. Slater & Barling, Manchest 

Bolton, John, Sheffield, Cheese and Provision Dealer. "Pet Aug 6. Manch, . : 
Aug 27 at 11. Barclay, Macclesfield. 

eo Stafford, Baker. Pet Aug 6. Stafford, Aug 24 at 10. Bowen _ 

Bradley, Chas, Doncaster, ann Maker. Pet Aug 6. Doncaster, Aug’ 
20 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaste: 

——~ Wm Matthias, Guesemeiths Glamorgan, Printer. Pet Aug 5 

wansea, Aug 24 at 12. Morris, Swansea. 

Chena, John, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manch, Beerseller. Pet Aug 7. 
Manch, Aug 24 at 9.30. Gartside, Manch. 

Cowburn, John, Atherton, 8 Moulder, Pet Aug 6. Leigh; Aug 26.at. 
1. Whitehead, Tyldesle 

Dean, John, Kidderminster, Victualler. Pet Aug 5. Kidderminster, Sept . 
pd =, Sone amen Turner. Pet Aug 7. Wakefield, A 

Dobson, , ‘urner, ug 7. . ¢ 
22atll. Gill, Wakefield. , me: 

Fox, Jos, Northampton, Beerseller. Pet Aug 5. Northampton, Aug 29 
at 3. Sheild & White, Northampton. 

Gittoes, John, jun, Gt Bridge, Stafford, Coke Merchant. Pet July 6.- 
Birm, Aug 21 at 12. Smith, Birm, 

Guy, Jas, York, Draper’s Assistant. Pet Aug 7. York, Aug 27 at M,- 
Grayston, York. 

, Thos, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Joiner. Pet Aug8. Ne 

Tyne, Aug 24 at 12.30. Daglish & Stewart, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Harris, Eleanor, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Furniture Broker. Pet Aug 8. , 
— -upon-Tyne, Aug 24 at 1. Scaife & Britton, Newcastle-upon- 

Hara, “J os, Gt Bridge, Westbromwich, Plumber, Pet Aug6. Oldbury, 
Aug ‘31 at 10. Round, Tipton. 

Hirst, Saml, Bradford, Woolstapler. Pet Aug 3. Leeds, Aug 24 at 11,15, 
‘Tempest, "Leeds. 

Hughes, Evan, cone, Merioneth, Miller. Pet Aug 8. Lpool, Aug 
26at 12. Evans & : 

Pet Aug 3. Leeds, Aug 20 at 12, 


Hunt, Francis, Leeds, Game Dealer. 
Sim; 


4 


& 


pson, 
Johnson, Smith, ‘Waddington, Lincoln, Dealer in Skins. Pet Aug 7% © 


Lincoln, Aug 24 at 11. Brown & Son, Lincoln, 
— Sam}, Lpool, Car Driver. ‘Pet Aug 6. Lpool, Aug 24 at 3. 
Worship, Lpool. 
Lovell, Hy, Bugbrooke, Northampton, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 4. North- 
ampton, Aug 29ac3. Walker, Southam 
Lowe, John, B ton, Leicester, Victualler. Pet Aug 5. Melton Mow- 
bray, Aug 25 at 10. Law, Stamford. 
Malony, Alexander, Swansea, Butcher. Pet Aug 5. Swansea, Aug 24 at 
12. Morris, Swansea. . 
Maltby, Thos, Selston, en. Farmer. Pet Aug6. Nottingham, 
Sept 8 at ll. Lees, Nottii 
Nicholas, —_ Spec ge Isle of Wight, Greengrocer. Adj July 30. New- 
port, Aug 22 at |. + Newport. 
cg. John, jun, Hey, Ps: in Saddleworth, York, Wool Carder. Pet Aug 
Manch, Aug 25 at 12, Brooks & Co, Manch. 
Richardson, Wm, Ardwick, Manch, Wharfinger. Pet Aug 5. Manch, 
Aug 24 at 9.30. Brett, Manch. 
ey John, Lpool, Builder. Pet Aug 7. Lpool, Aug 25at 11. Harvey 
Smith, Saml Fredk, Cassington, Oxford. Schoolmaster. Pet July 18, 
Woodstock, Ang 22 at 10. Thomrson, Oxford. 
Smith, Wm, & Jas Smith, Burslem, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturers, 
July 30. Birm, Aug 26 at 12, Walker, Burslem,and James & Co, 
rm. 
Southwell, Daniel. Sanders, Dudley, Confectioner, Pet Aug 6. Birm; 
Aug 21 at i2. Warmington, Dudiey. 
Stock, Levi, Weston-super-Mare, Builder, Pet Aug6. Weston-super- 
Mare, Aug 25 at 13. Smith & Raby. 
Thomas, Saml, Aberdare, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 10, Bristol, Aug 25 at 
il. Henderson, Bristol. 
Thomas, Thos, Lampha, nr Bridgend, Glamorgan, Cattle Dealer. Pet 
July 24. Bridgend, Aug 29 at 11. Ensor, 
Thompson, Jas, Bedlington, Northumberland, Grocer. Pet July 27. 
castie-upon-Tyne, Aug 24at 12. Harle & Co, Neweustle-upon- 


Thompson, Ry » Rbt, Boston, Corn Dealer. Pet Aug 4. Boston, Aug 16 at 1, 
Bailes, Bos 


Townend, Edwin, Pontefract, Accountant. Pet Aug 6. Pontefract, Aug 
28 at il. Jefferson, ract. 
rusier, Edw, Northampton, Shoe Manufacturer. 
ampton, Aug 29 at 3, cong & White, Northam 
Turley, Benj, Tipton, Stafford, Annealer, Pet Aug 8, Dudley, Aug 27 
atil. Warmington, 
Turley, Rehd, Awre, Gloucester, Beerseller. Pet Aug6, Newnham, Aug 


27 ut 12, Whatley, Mi 
Wilson, Geo, aed a -Tyne, Builder, Pet Aug 5. MNewcastle- 
upon-Tyne, Aug 24 at 12, Hoyle, Newcastie-upon-Tyne. ‘ 
BANKRUPTCY ANNULLED, 
TuxspaY, Aug. 11, 1863, 
Dick, Francis Warden, Brighton, Veterinary Surgeon.’ July 17, 
Matthews, Fredk Hoskyns, Hereford, Banker, Aug 10. 


Pet Aug 8. North- 








